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Attendee List

Rotl0d table Members

John Beuttler (UAC) John Mills (Reg.Council of Rural Counties)
Nat. Bingham (PCF Fishermens Assocs.) Hari Modi (NCPA)
Gary Bobker (Bay Institute) Jason Peltier (CVPWA)
Martha Davis (Sierra Nevada Alliance) Tim Quinn (MWD)
Bill Gaines (California Waterfowl Assoc.) Allen Short (Modesto Irrigat. Dist.)
Greg Gartrell (Contra Costa W.D.) Walt Wadlow (Santa Clara Valley W.D.)
Randy Kanouse (EBMUD) , ,:’ David Yardas (Environ. Def. Fund)
Jackie McC. ort (Sierra Club) Tom Zuckerman (CDWA)

Other Participants
Karen Bamette I USDA Forest Service) " Tryg Lundquist (UC Berkley)
Anthony Bark.ett (SEWD) Marc Luesebrink (Resources Agency)
Jeff Bensch (Tetra Tech) Greg Martinelli (Suisun Resource Conserv.)
Tom Cannon (Jones & Stokes Associates) Roger Masuda (Turlock LD.)
Scott Clemons (Wildlife Conservation Bd) Joel Medlin (USFWS)
Bill Crooks (City of Sacramento) Cad Mesick (SEWD)
Gilbert Cosio (Murray, Burns & KienIen) Terry Mills (CALFED)
Cindy Darling (CALFED) Jonas Minton (Water Forum)
Tim Ford (TID/MID) Earl Nelson (Western Area.. Power Admin.)
Amy Fowler (SCVWD) Frank Nelson (Marin Conserv, League)
Bob Garzee (Synergy EV, Inc.) Bob Noyes (Law Eng.& Env. SvCs.)
Michael Gutterres (City of Stockton) Jeff Phipps (CVPIA Roundtable).
Eric Hammerling (NF&WF). La.rD, Puckett (DFG/FWS)
Kate Hansel (CALFED) Kathy Pye (Yolo County RCD)
Toby Hanes (Hydro Service) Bob Raab (BDAC)
Perry L. Herrgesell (DFG) Tim Ramirez (Tuolumne River Trust)
Steve Hirseh (MWDSC) Barbara Salzman (Audubon Society)
Jeff Jaraczeski (NCWA) Wayne Sawka (Ewing Group)
Jan Jennings (TCCA) Louise Steenkamp (Brown and CaldweIl)
Leslie Friedman Johnson (Nature Conserv) Tom Suchanek (DES-UCD)
Brenda Johnson (U.C. Davis ) Wayne Verrill (DWR)
~Marti Kie (DFG-RGJV) Doug Wallace (EBMUD)
John Kopchik (Contra Costa Water Agency) Scott Wilcox (CALFEI~)
Jordan Lang ( CALFED) Chuck Williams (City of Stockton).
Steve Long (CH2M Hill)
Bill Loudermilk (DFG)
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Action Items and Decisions

I. Round table members should consult the Attorney General’s office regarding any
questions about potential conflict of interest.

2. Flow related restoration actions, particularly those involving water acquisition, will not
be indicated as suitable for Category III funding.

3. Water Supply, hatchery expansion, land re.tirement, and modification of SWP or CVP
Delta facilities or operations are example actions that willnot be considered suitable for
Category III funding.

4. A feasibility analysis of reintroduction of anadromous fish above’large reservoirs can be
included as an example action in the RFP.

5. Funding for regulatory rel.ated actions will be considered on a cases by ease basis.
6..: Educational.actions will beconsidered a%~ funding.
7. Example restoration actions will be included as an informational item in the RFP

mailing.
8. Changes in the text of the .RFP will be made in response to Round table comments.
9. Ranking or prioritization of stressors or actions will not be included in the RFP.. Priority

setting will be left to the technical review panels.
10. Names of potential technical review panel members should be suggested to Kate Hansel

as soon as possible.

Future meetings of Round table are as followsi

Friday, June 13, 9:30 a.m.-12:30 p.m..
Friday, July 11
Friday, August 8 ¯

Draft Meeting Notes

The meeting began at 9:50 a.m. with introductions, a reminder to sign in for the meeting, and a
show of appreciation for the work that Cindy Darling has done over this past eight months. This
will be Cindy’s last meeting before she goes on leave.

Cindy briefly reviewed the schedule and components of the RFP, including information package
items and the proposal formats, to provide background for those individuals that may have not
been at the last Round table meeting. Answers to questions about the RFP process raised during
the April 30 meeting were provided in a two-page response document that was distributed during
the meeting. Cindy briefly reviewed each of the answers to questions. Question #4 regarding
beginning work prior to the executed contract requires some additional folio.w-up to answer
questions related to items that may be in process prior to funding (i.e., land acquisition projec.ts).
Regarding Question #5, all proposals become public at the conclusion of the review process. It
was suggested that this list of answers to questions be appended as needed and used for the
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Upcoming public meeting and other forums in order to consistently andclearly answer many
common questions that are liable to arise during the RFP process.

Cindy reviewed Attachment 3 to the meeting packet information regarding Instructions for Filing
Category III applications. The RFP will likely will be separated into 3 different types of requests:
Public Works Contracts, Real Estate Transactions, and Other Proposals. Other comments and
discussion regarding the Instructions for Filing Applications included the following.

¯ Regarding the list of restoration actions--the text should note that the actions are intendedto
provide information and ~ They .are not an all-inclusive list.

¯ Available funding sources for RFP. It was noted that there will be different requirements for
different funding sources. CALFED staff will decide on the’ appropriate funding source to be
used for any proposal. It is not the responsibility of the applicant to do that.

* Review and Selection Process. Quick Look proposals are expected to.be funded in January,
after a full proposal is received in the fall. This process is separated in time from the initial
formal proposals,

* It should be noted in the RFP that proposals of all sizes are encouraged.
,

* There should be a page limit on the length of the proposals.
¯A one page summary should be indluded for each proposal.. The RFP should include a sample

format for the summaries.
¯Conflict of Interest. There was extensive discussion and additional questions of the ~:onfliet of

the interest provisions in the RFP. Round table members were encouraged to discuss specific
conflict of interest concerns with the Attorney General’s office by contacting Ken Williams at
327-7859. There was ge.neral agreement by the Round table members that.member
organizati.ons not apply for Category III funds in part due to the perceived conflict of interest.
A clarification was requested regarding the difference between government and other ’
organizations with regard to conflict of interest in responding to the RFP.

EXAMPLE RESTORATION ACTIONS

Cindy reviewed Attachment 5 on example restoration actions. This list is a "virtual pool" that"
may be applicable to many different funding sources. A subset of this list will be used for this
years’ first round.of Category III funding.

Some of the example actions developed by the technical teams raise policy issues associated with
Category III funding or overall CALFED policy guidance. These iss0.es, along with the
recommended response agreed to by the Round table, are summariz.e..d below:

1. Flow Related Actions. Many of the actions identified to address the stressor of
Hydrograph Alterations are flow related and so may not be appropriate for Category 1II
funding.                                                 "
Recommendation: Do not include examples Such as water a~quisition~ Retain flexibility
to take actionssuch as ones that could provide flow benefits as ancillary benefits of the
project (e~g., land acquisition for habitat that also comes with some water rights, Baztle
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